Brentwood Board of Adjustment
Minutes August 10, 2020

Members presenChairman Ken ChristianseWice ChairDoug Cowie Bruce StevensAndy Artimovich; Bob Gilbert.

Also PresentAlternate Daphne Woss
Christianseropened the meetira 7:00 pm. TheBoard introduced themsads

7:00 pm: Applicant: Geoge Lagassarequess anappealfrom the Planning Board decision granting conditional approval
for acommercial develapent with a drivethru restaurant at54 Crawley Fall Road tax map 217.122.00®ithin the
Town Center distrig Article Ill, Section $0.002.04 of the BremvoodZoning Ordinance

Present:Applicant Georgd.agassaAbuttersPresentJonattan Frizzdl; Bill and Linda Dowof Brentwood Coatry Sore
(Lindyés), Furmer Lattime; Jana Eoll; Peter TyfiResidentDoug Finan

Lagasa readfrom his four-page testimoy that wasprepared for the Boardyppealing thePlanning Boaré conditional
approvalfor Shane McKeefs property at 154 Crawley Falls Road, allowing a drive testaurangranted on €.8-2020
(on file andattached)

Artimovich asskedLagassalo you agree that restaurant is permissible in the Town CentereZduagasa repled yes but
ités within the purview of thePlanning Board autlority to impose limits on that and a drive thru restaurant is not
appropriate and is incompatibMth theintent of the Town Center District.

Chrigiansen opesd it up to autter commentsTufts lives in the hosethat Lagassa owrsnd was corerned abouthis
developmenendangering the childrethat live in thatdistrict Lattime expressedoncen regarding a&omment from a
member of tk Planning Boardt the Fanning Boardmeetingabout looking into the zoning before you purchasmerty
and if you dorit like it move.He didnd feel that was a way to taé people purchasing property the commauity.
Christiansen commented thaatindividual $oke for himseliandwasri speaking for the BoardEoll would liketo see
commercial development thefer some tax relief but her only issue was the drive thhere areig children wnder the
age of 11within 100 yards of thatdevelopmentité avery pedestrian is& She hacho otherconcernsas long as the
drive thru isremoved Finan spoke as eesidentandin full disclosurg is a member of th®lanning Board and is not
representing th€lanning Bard but himsdl The Town Center is mixed usad he desr@t understand whyve should
restrict any business from having a driye window especialf during this time with Covid Having a driveup window
keepsthe customersatk. If a business iaot suppoted by the community, the owner would make the decision tahpaill
drive-up windowbut torestrictsomeone in the downtown area,dreeshooting ourselves in the foot.

Christiansenclosed it to abutter commentandwent into executivesession Christiarsencommented tathis point, there
are no clients for this property. Wk 0 nkdow if there will be a dive-thru restauranbut the egulationallows for a
restaurant and drivethru is part of a restaurant §ines. Stevens agreedhere is no garantedahat trat would be the use
of the property but they warttehatoption so it was grated as is allowed.The Town Centemistrict p. 1517 of the
zoning and land use ordingce The chart showsthe various uses permitted, not permitted and allowed bpedal
exception. Tieresidents votedt the Town meetingto establish this district ahwhat it was comprised of and it allowed
restaurants in the Tow@enter Zoneso to say iis not an allowed use is not true. It is a permitted 8&®ens invited
residens to come to tte planningoffice during the week and eiv the site plan beausethere are many iaccuraciesvith
what Mr. Lagassa pointed oint his statementStarting with#1 this lot is not ideal for developmiewith parly drained
soils. There imo derelopment within any poorly drained soid theproperty all setbacks have been mtherds an
approvalfor aseptic system by NHDESnany of thee assertions can be disprousnviewingthe plan. There is also an
extensive landscape plan for the pety so to say the Board took mmnsideratiorin addressing that, is ndactual.
Same are opinions there are nore assertionkere than factsThe Town Planner is here on Wednesdays and @&yan
see him and he caeview the plarwith you. Ités anapproed use, the property owner bought the property knowimat w
theallowed usesre and hetwuld be able to proceed with the pije
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Christianserre-opered the abutters ption due to a late arral. Frizzel was conceared with his chidrenés safety due to
more traffic in the aa. He loves thproposal, the buildingtés a greathing but is worried about the drithru. The nmain
concernare the kids in the neighborhood. Ietk is a drivehru, really makesure there is a righurn only sign. My son
plays street htkey and ides his bike and@n concerned Hi be hit by a cgrpeople fly by there.

Stevengreiteratedthere @ a numberof inaccuracies in the statement that Mr. Lagassa prepéhed.wasone of the
requirements of site plan approwveds that traffic will turn rightout of the driveway to the signztd intersection. Frizil
said he developr also said theglesigned C% andpeoplearerét supposed to cut through to go to Wirt but they do.
Peaple will turn left if they want to turneft andbehind every rolling balis a child.Christian repeated that the developer
at this time des not hag clients.

L. Dow is not happy about another restaugmibg in. She works hardkills herself there) and hates $ee food go in
there. 16s asmall town and @& not enough for everybopgyoud o nnéed a grease trap for a baghristiansersaid it
could be aail facility or hairdressing fadtly. Stevens said we cérprohibit businessr restrain tradeSomeone said yes
you can. $vens refkd o you cailt andthat would be irBuperiorCourt if the developer sued

Lagassa insisted that hisstimony wasccurateHow is the 26setback by the drivéhru at the retaining wall met? How
is a drivethru a pedestrian scale? Restaurants may tjoeie anched o e ljed to thatbut he objectso a drivethru
restauranthat will advertse out on Rte. 125 angehicles and motorcyclesome speedingnto Crawley Falls Road.
There is no access from Rte. 128d if there were, this woul@be an $sue.The district is designed to protect and
encourage rédential uses and this is comyato that Stewensreplied thathe was misreadinghe ordinance The
ordinancesaysit&s pedestrian friendly which is whe Townspecifically excludedbout 8 diferent usesrestaurants are
permitted and are plestrian friendt in a neighborhood commercial zone.

Stevenshighlightedexcludedactivities and businesses in the TownnB® Zone (Zoning OrdinanceTable p. 1517 on
file): Overnight & day campsyacation resots, recreational caping, tenting, hotels, motels, recreationaamping,
commercial &rming, filing statiors, servicestations motor vehicle dealships,repair garagedyody shopspant shops,
kennels,airport, runways,administrative buildingshanges, adult usesself-storage and warehoung are all excluded.
Lagassacommentedhat argument is aak | can see where adult businesses arepedegtian friendly butif youée
going to ty and say that all those things are not pedestrian frieatlyeverything that is allowed bgefinition is
pedestrian fendly, that doesh make sense. Sten& commentedthais probably what a Superior Court Judge can
determineLagassa repliecheymay have tooLagassa&mphasizedhat this zone is different thahe commerciatone If
you wanted to allow any commercial business listadthat listthere tlen why separate this out o a zone thé
supposed to giverpference andoncernfor residential useg.didn@ hear anyone on the Planning Board expresse&rn
over the residdial uses there.

Lagassa commentehat the lot had éenprematurely cleared couple of yearsagoand asked if thewaner that did it was
the member on the Planning Boar8tevens addresseil saying he Planning Board hagirisdiction over site

development. Therpperty ownercamein andcleared that in violation ahe Town ordinanceThe PlanningBoard has
no power to take him to court but the@d of Selectmen does and they did issue a cease and desist to steprihg
and remowal of material from the site. The Planning Board didcondone it, they ddh havethat jurisdiction The

Planning Board membevho originally avned it, sold itand the new owner is the one that cleated

Lagassacontinuedthe proposed developewns a property over thenéin Kingstonsimilar to ths and it has ®unkin
Donutsand he might have an in withubkin Donuts. Wiat if ités aWendy or a Taco Bel? They wor@ hesitate to turn
in there.Stevens said anghangeto the plan due tecopeof businesr size ofbuilding, volume ofparking spaces etc.
would haveto come back for complete site plan revieMobody can just put up luilding twice the size proposed
Lagassaaid so anythingifferert from two restaurants and a baokretail esablishmat? Stevens replieche basictypes
of uses can fltang minutelybut you ca combine them and put in one largestaurantLagassa reiteratei not
precluded in the beginning ara dive-thru restaurant is not precludetthey can come bacio the Board and ask
permission to change the planddo what they wantStevens said anyone can come baitk a newsite plan but you
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have to omeback in with newengineering everything Lagassa said my final statementals | haveaskedis thatthe
Plaming Board permanently prohibit theconstructionof a drive thu restaurant there, periodtveryone in the
neighborhood would be satisfied with that and abggtéave rightsoo. Christiansen closed the abu@ercomment
portion and went bacinto executive session.

Artimovich asked about the requiments for an appeal process that the applicant needs to meet or naireibetre no
requirement®ther than the [Bnning Boarddidnd act ingood faitt? Stevens said the appealf®s thedecisionthe Boad
made so gud have to find the IBnning Boarderred in their decision or wereontrary to the spit and intent of the
ordinance.

Christansen askedrtimovich if he denies or acpes?Artimovich fdt that there wasi enough evidence to suggest that
the Planning Board acted incorrectlyd theredre:

1 Artimovich voted- DENIAL.

i Cowievotedi DENIAL for the same reason

1 Stevenssotedi DENIAL for the same reason.

1 Gilberti Had some concas. The intentof the center wasot for pe@le to be at each othéor whatwe are doing
here. Abutters @& againshaving adrive-thru putthere It easy for us toecommendo the Planning Bodrthata
drive through restarant not be put ther&ilbert didrit believe the traffic study wasthorough it shows an issue
with traffic already. Stevens disagredsilbert cantinued that he didhwant to take anyads livelihood away.
Stevens commented ti@&@ dangerous slope to go dowraaBown Officialto put the Town in legalgopardy If
thas how you are going to %@ | would putthat in the recordGilbert continued thee® o comnitment on
whais going to be put on that Iothe concern are having a drive thru restaurant beingtpateand thathas to
be taken into consideratioiotedto ACCEPT

1 Christianseri This project hasio clientsyet. The citizensotedfor the Town Center Distret and approved what
you see in theegulationsMy vote is to DENY(DENIAL).

Boards wte was four to oridour denialsto the appeaindonein favor of theappeal Appeal was dnied.

Stevens suggesteaigainthat abutters come see Glenn and review the site plan. Glanthesoffice on Wednesdayand
alsoencouragedesidentattendanceat Planning Board méags to review anyproposed zoning amdments which they
start working on in the falevery year in preparation fohevote at Townmeeting.

7:00 pm: Applicant& Owner. Brian and Jessicidenerson;Trustees ofD & H Realty Trust; owners of BCK Excavation,
LLC, requesa variance from the following: Aicle 1ll, Sections300.002.001.005A: 1&building setbackirom edge of
pavement; 300.002.0008B: 50 parking area setback from edge of pavement; 300.002.001.006@ab@ienance of a
vegentive strip alongthe rad frontage; 300.002.001.005G: @building seback from sate right of way. Article 1V,
Sedions: 400.05.007: 4,000 sq. ft. pHic reserve area; 400.006.003.001:6&etkack between well and sewage disposal
area; Article VII, Sections 700.002.0001 Buffer Provisions: 106from very poorly draine soils; 700.02.006005: no
removal of vegetation/digtbance of soil within506 of very poorly drained soil anavithin 256 of poorly drained sil.
Property is loceed at 388 Route 125, Brentwood, NH 0388 the ommercial/industrial zone referenced by tagp
208.016000.

Present:ApplicantBrian & Jessica Kenersomttorney Kevin Baunof Hoeffle, Phoenix, Gormley & RobertBLLC; and
JJ McBride 6 Emanwel EngineeringAbuttersPresentNorman Garsle.

Christensemmentioned that ik request fowaivers vasoriginally approvedn 1998 Baumrepresenting the Kenersin
presentedThe previously approved plan wagpeapved by theZoning Board and Planning Board i89B, a 4,25 square
foot retail/office building. That is what wé&e requesting@ain. t was appoved in 1998jt was never constructed and the
approvals have lapsed. This is basicdtly same proposal, same building, sanreeggd layout of the diveway and ét. A
cowple of minor changes affected our request &ref and some of the ordinan¢enguage has change&ince then,
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Route125 was wdenedandrepaved. The wetlands weredelineated and have actuabgen reduceddecreasedlhe

only change to the layout isatnow theplan squares off the back corner of the Tte importantchangeis nat to the
layout bu is the e of permeable pavemett thesides and rear of the bdihg. There is still no direct impact to the
wetlards, as in 1998 but there are impacts to the wetland buffers. To mitigatind b reduce irpervious surface and
provide sbrmwater treatmertn site, pervious pavement is proposddhe only other sall change is the reserve area f
the sept as ifs beerreduced it more area for peru® pavenent, reduce the runoff and treatment on site through that
pavementThere isa list of variances, all basally the same variances approved 89&. Theyve changd some in part
Hydric A and Hyric B are nowVery Poorly Drainedand PoorlyDrained but ifs basically the same reli€fhe purple
areaon the colored plan, these are setbacks. Almost rihing can be builon this property witout relief from the
setbacksKeeping sufficient distancedm the back property and the wetlands, pushed the building up and pavement ug
Even if we moved it back, there is ntommercialuse hat can be donkere without zoningelief, narrow widthlot and
wetlands

Theyare eking relief from thdollowing:

EXHIBIT A
TO VARIANCE APPLICATION
REQUESTED RELIEF

Ordinance Section Page Required Proposed | Comment
' 300.002.001.005A 11 125’ 92? 100" building setback

granted by ZBA in 1998,
Route 125 right of way has
been repaved and expanded.

Building setback from
edge of pavement

300.002.001.005B 11 50° Route 125 right of way has

> 42’ been repaved and expanded.
Parking area setback from Parking spaces are 62’ from
edge of pavement pavement.
300.002.001.005C 11 50° Consistent with

' 42 prior/existing conditions.

Landscaped, vegetative
strip along road -
300.002.001.005G 12 75 69.1 70’ building setback granted

by ZBA in 1998, Route 125
right of way has been
repaved and expanded.

Building setback from
State right-of-way

400.005.007 32 4,000 sq. ft. 225 sq. ft. | Complies with NHDES
3 requirements.

Septic reserve area

400.006.003.001 34 75° 62.8 Complies with NHDES

y requirements. Existing well
Distance between sewage is 75" from proposed leach |
disposal area and well field.

700.002.006.001 79 | 100° (v. poorly 50.4° Greater relief granted in
drained soils) (building) | 1998. Proposing permeable

Wetland buffer pavement to mitigate

50” (poorly 10.4 impacts.
! drained soils) (parking)
3
700.002,006.005 79 | 507 (v. poorly 50.4° Greater relief granted in
. drained soils) | (building) 1998. Proposn}g permeable
No disturb area A& pavement to mitigate 4
25 (poorly 10.4 impacts.

drained soils)

- — S

(parking) I
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This would be eplacing the old Army Navytoreand the site wodl have nore vegetabn that what washere.The
distance between the sewdisposal and the welit is more than/5 feet from the leachdid but because the ordinee
refers to the sewage disposal area as aleviiés only 62.8 feet so seekingelief there. Relief from bdt buiding and
parking for the wetland buffer aradso a no distrb area, part of the viland buffer, seeking tief fromthat as well.

Artimovich asked what the setback of the Army Navy Store?vi&sim regonded this is faher back fom the roagthe
Army Naw store is shown heréront) and the proposed building is going in the exact same locéigmnd wtere the
Army Navy store wa(plan shownwith old storedefined.

w 2R gogies

EXHIBIT

1 | b
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Artimovich aked if there were numbeydo scale, off bthe plan.Baum conmented McBride scaled it off, it used to be
6006and now its 9Broughly (front setback from roadptevensadded there weneo setbackequirenents in the late &8
and thenthere was concern with Rte. 32 which could be widened andnd taken, so theoning regulations were
changed td. 256(front setback)This would be veweddifferentlyif it wasvacan propertybut itts had grandfatheragses
there. They hae the iight to replace the original structure with the footprint of thacstre bw this would be a great
improvement Baum said the goal was not to replace what was thertohaiprove the site and havenaore usable
commecial spae. Stzeenscommentedn the lack of gptic on that sitethe reserve arepeople replace in ko. Baum
saidthe reserve area being used does meet the Staieeneenis and acceptable to NHDEStevens noted that the State
has zerdouffer setbackto wetlands so this is offering less than whatrBr@od would ask for on a vacant property but
ités mae than the &te

McBride explained porous pavemerthere are voids in the top layer smrmwatergoes immeditely throgh. 1té& a
courser agregate with stickierasphaltsoit stays together without falling apart. Once it goesulh that, thei@ eout
120 of sand which filters it and then there is more course material Viliered stormwater will infiltrate into the grod
or if therds a lot, it will drain out through underdrainghere the treated water willter out
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Baum said it is still anon-conforming lot butthey need relief ér the building and the parking.he Planning Board
reviewedthis orce and continued ue seek tle reliefneeded herétésin thesite planprocess

Garsideasked about theuyple areaaround the buildingis it hot top?Therds a pile ofasphalion site Baum repied thats
the pervious pavement. The froparkingis regular asphalin the front, the gray and all the purple is tipervious
pavemat, porous pavement

B. Kenersonsaid the gshalt was hauled imnd will be hauled back out ase are doing the porous pavement now.
Garside asked about thayementand which wayis the wagr supposed to g@. Kenerson saidhe water drainsdown
through thepavementinto the groundand there are alscatch basingo catch it. Garsidewas concerned about oil etc.
leaching down through itl. Kenersonadded eerythingon site will be hauled off anthis new system is what \ire
planning on doingB. Kenersorresponded to Garsidedtit's actual pavement butstthicke aggegate and @& sticker
andif you watch a video of someone dumping wateitpi poursright throughthe ground.

Baum said the criteria is all in the memoramdifhe Board voted on the 8 variances requesteee tale on p 4)
Artimovichi Yea

Cowie- Yea

Stevend Yea

Gilberti Yea

Christiarseni Yea

arwnpE

Christiansen stateglerythingis approved.
Motion by Cowie, 2" by Stevens,to recessit approximately 8:12 pm so Bickum could make copies of the approval

Motion by Stevens 2@ by Gilbert, to come out of recesat appraimately 816 pm. Copies of the approvghotice of
dedsion), weregiven to AttorneyKevin Baum and Jessica Kenerson.

Board Business:

Motion made by Cowie, 2" by Stevens to re-appoint Chrisiansen as Clira All were in favor with Chrisiansen
abstaining. Motion carried.

Motion made byArtimovich, 2" by Cowie, to approvethe minutes fromFebruary 0, 2020as presentedill
were in favor with Gilbert and StevenabstainingMotion carried.

Motion made byCowie, 2" by Artimovich, to approve the minutes from Mayth12020 as presented. Allere
in favorwith Cowie and Gilbert abstaininfylotion carried.

Motion made byCowig, 2" by Artimovich, to adjourn atapproximately 8:20 pm. All were in favor.Motion
carried.

Respectfully gbmitted,

Andrea Bi&um,

Administrative Assstang

Brentwood Zoning Boaraf Adjustment

Attached Testimony of Garge Lagass#o the Brentwood Zoning Board August 10, 2020
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TESTIMONY OF GEORGE K. LAGASSA
to the Brentwood Zoning Board
August 10,2020

I am George Lagassa, owner with my wife of 163 Crawley Falls Road. We have owned this property
for fifteen years. When we purchased it from Fannie Mae, it could best be described as derelict, with a
number of abandoned vehicles that had to be removed and a barn stuffed to the gills with junk and
various hazardous substances. 18 months later, after installing a new roof, a new furnace, a new well
pump, a new water filtration system, a remodeled kitchen, and two new bathrooms and a complete
repaint job, we rented to our first tenants. We thus helped to “kick off” the then recently established
Town Center District. Since then we have been good citizens, always paying taxes on time and on two
separate occasions cooperating with the Mary E. Bartlett Memorial Library and incurring thousands of
dollars of expenses to remove trees on the edge of our lot that were posing a hazard to the library
building.

I am here this evening as an abutter to 154 Crawley Falls Road to state my case for my appeal of the
June 18 decision of the Planning Board approving development of that property with a 6,000 s.f,
commercial building for use, in part, as a drive-thru restaurant. I believe that that use is too intensive
and inappropriate given its location in the heart of Brentwood’s Town Center Zone 1 district.

Generally, my appeal is based on the stated intent of the Town Center District at Section 300.002.004
of the Brentwood Zoning Ordinance:

“The intent of this district is to provide limited commercial, institutional, professional, and personal
service uses in the center of Brentwood in a way that does not create land use conflicts with established
residential uses. The district is intended to enhance the Town of Brentwood by providing an area of
town which encourages new and existing residential uses as well as enterprises providing community
services and 1o preserve and enhance elements of the cultural and architectural history of the Town. The
intent also is to encourage uses suitable to a pedestrian scale.”

I will show in this testimony, that the planning board approval imposes virtually no limit on this
proposed commercial development. Even the limited hours of operation from 6 AM to 11 PM are stated
as subject to change by the Board “if {these}hours don’t work for the lessee.” (PB Minutes, 6/18/2020)
The increased truck and automobile traffic on Crawley Falls Road creates obvious land use conflicts
with the existing residential uses and under no view of reality can a drive thru-restaurant be considered
“suitable to a pedestrian scale.” The Planning Board manifestly failed to comply with the Brentwood
Zoning ordinance, as currently written, and its decision should be overturned and remanded to them for
reconsideration.

[ offer the following five points in support of my appeal.

First, the Planning Board has been consistently biased in support of this project from beginning
to end and has granted no concession whatsoever to the abutters, many of whom oppose the project as
approved, but would offer their support if a few modifications were made to the proposal, consistent
with the intent of the Town Center District zone. As evidence of this bias, I cite four facts:

1. At the initial conceptual design meeting in January the developer’s engineer prefaced his
presentation with the observation that the subject lot contained unique features that presented
serious constraints on development, and that the Board would have to make some compromises
in order to usher this development to fruition. He was right on both counts. This lot is by no



Brentwood Board of Adjustment
Minutes August 10, 2020

means ideal for development, given its poorly drained soils and non-existent access to Route
125, its chief source of potential business customers. He was right also that the Board would
need to make compromises, which they seemed all too willing to make.

2. Atthe June 18 hearing, the concerns raised in a memo to the board by an alternate board member
were only mentioned dismissively and in passing toward the end of the meeting. (The Board
Meeting Minutes read: “Stevens noted a memo on file from alternate Brian West who had
concerns about traffic noise.”) But Mr. West’s memo says far more than that: “I agree with
Glen’s assessment regarding the proposed site use not being in accordance with the intent of not
creating conflicts with established residential uses. This parcel of land is restricted by both
Commercial and Town Center Zone requirements. The hours of 6:00 AM to 11:00 PM are
especially an issue. Increased traffic will result and will not enhance the Town Center Zone as
should be the intent.”

3. During the hearings and the site walk, board members (including the chair) repeatedly stated that
the property was located in the commercial zone, as if there were no such thing as the Town
Center Zone. Board member Hamilton indicated that he didn’t like the Town Center and another
(Mr. Kennedy) indicated his intent to review it in the fall with an eye toward “cleaning it up.”
Although this is a clear admission that the proposed development is incompatible with the
existing zoning (otherwise, why clean it up?), a suggestion by one abutter (Mr. Tufts) that
consideration of this project be postponed until after that review is completed was rejected as
unfair to the rights of the owner.

4. The Board’s bias was also made abundantly clear to me early on when I complained that the
subject property had been cleared without any notice to abutters. The Planning Board’s response
was an indignant defense of the rights of the property owners to do as they please with their land,
conveniently ignoring the requirements of the Town of Brentwood Site Plan Review Regulations
which clearly states: “A site plan review application must be made and approved . . . before any
construction, land clearing or building development is begun.” (See Site Plan Regulations,
Section 4.1.2)

Second, despite early concerns by abutters, the proposal for development here has become more
intensive over time. At the January conceptual design hearing, the developer’s proposal to construct
two buildings totaling 4,200 s.f. met with overwhelming opposition. The general sentiment of those in
attendance, including the Town Planner, was that two buildings and especially the drive thru was
excessive. Yet after four months of private consultation with town representatives, the developer came
back in May with plans for a more intensive use of this property, including a 6,000 s.f. building, with
two grease traps and a built-up septic/leech field design having a final elevation 12’ above the base
elevation of the proposed building. To accomplish such intensive usage, the site plan squeezes the entire
development into a small envelope at the northerly end of the property, violating the requirements of the
Town’s site plan regulations which require the inclusion of appropriate buffer areas between commercial
lots. “These buffer zones shall not be less than twenty-five (25) feet” and “no parking shall be located
within any part of the buffer zone.” (See Site Plan Regulations, Section 9.14 A.) The entire northeast
comer of the drive-thru driveway (including a retaining wall), and the bulk of the built up leach field are
within this set-back area, a problem which would be eliminated by shrinking the building, moving it or
complying with the intent of the Town Center District and eliminating a drive-thru restaurant.
Regardless, as approved, the proposal can hardly be considered a limited commerecial development
compliant with the intent of the Town Center District.
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